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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on June 20, 2006 in 
which applicant cancels claims 1-79, adds claims 80-100, and responds to claim 
rejections. Claims 80-100 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 80-84, 86-91 , and 93-95 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sines et al. (US 6,165,069) in view of Franchi (US 5,770,533), 
Marnell, II (US 5,259,613) and Vancura (6,517,073). 

Sines et al. discloses a gaming table having: 

• a gaming surface (Fig. 1 and col. 9, lines 2-12) 

• a plurality of game player locations on the gaming table (Fig. 1 ) 

• at least one dealer location on the gaming table adjacent to which a dealer may 
operate the table game apparatus (Fig. 1) 

• a plurality of video displays being generated independent of the table game (col. 
17, lines 62-65) 
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• a video controller in communication with the video controller, whereby the video 
presentations, the video controller, the video display, and the digital computing 
unit cooperatively provide the video presentations that are simultaneously 
viewable by each player among the plurality of game players while at the plurality 
of game player locations at the gaming table (col. 14, lines 26-67 and col. 15, 
lines 1-28) 

• a player input device disposed on the game surface and in communication with 
the digital computing unit allowing at least one game player to make a selection 
from a plurality of game option. 

• A player input device is in communication with a machine input device, and the 
machine input device in communication with a digital computing unit. 

• Regarding claims 81 and 82, a supplemental game program loaded into the 
digital computing apparatus (col. 19, lines 60-62)* 

• Regarding claim 83 and 90, the player input device is in communication with a 
machine input device, the machine input device in communication with the digital 
computing unit. 

• Regarding claim 84 and 91 , the table input device is disposed on the game 
surface adjacent the dealer location (Fig 1,2, and 4) 

However, Sines et al. is silent regarding remotely generating video presentations 
utilizing a tuner. Marnell, II discloses the use of televisions with tuners for use in casino 
display applications in displaying broadcasted programming (abstract, col. 7, lines 53- 
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61 ). Sines et al. and Marnell, II are analogous art because they both disclose 
apparatuses for use in casino entertainment. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
include a tuner in the video displays of Sines et al. in order to entertain players and 
prolong their playing time whereby increasing revenue for casino owners. 

Furthermore, Sines et al. is silent regarding the input device for controlling the 
video presentation. However, the operator of Marnell, II is equipped with a input device 
adapted to allow the operator to control the display of the remotely generated video 
presentation on the video display (col. 6, lines 21-67). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to equip the operator of Sines et al. with an 
input device adapted to allow the operator to control the display of the video 
presentation. 

3. Regarding claims 86-88 and 93-95, Marnell, II teaches the use of conventional 
television programming sources such as cable television box. It is notoriously well 
known in the art that cable television boxes are capable of remotely processing video 
presentation such as sporting events, live sporting events, or horse races. Therefore, it 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to offer any 
one of said plurality of video programs to players at the game table in order to offer the 
player more incentive to continue playing at the table. 

Sines et al. further lacks in disclosing the use of a moveable player input device. 
However, a moveable player input device is taught by Franchi, wherein it is moveable 
from table to table and commands can be input to the supplemental unit in order to play 
a game (col. 17, lines 59-67 and col. 18, lines 1-67). It would have been obvious to one 



Application/Control Number: 10/026,289 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3714 

of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Sines et al. with the 
moveable input device of Franchi in order to allow players to make supplemental 
actions in the game. 

4. Sines et al, Franchi, and Marnell, II meet the claimed limitations as discussed 
above regarding claim 80, however they are fail to disclose the video display being 
mounted above the gaming table. Vancura discloses a gaming table and system 
wherein the video display is mounted above the gaming table (Fig. 1). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of invention to modify Sines 
et al. by providing the video display taught by Vancura in order to advertise to more 
people and attract new players in a more efficient manner, and to allow those players 
already playing to clearly see what is going on in the game and what is important to all 
of the players through the video display. 

5. Regarding the second table of claim 89, examiner believes it would be 
notoriously obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement multiple tables such 
as the ones disclosed by the combination of the prior at as discussed above in a single 
gaming establishment and would therefore constitute as having a first and a second 
gaming table. As the claim is written, the first and second gaming tables appear to 
operate independent of one another in an identical manner. The only exception would 
be the presence of one video hub in communication with a first and second display 
apparatus. In which case, said hub and video content serving apparatus are disclosed 
in the video system of Marnell, II. Therefore, it would have been obvious to include a 
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tuner in the video displays of Sines et al. in order to entertain players and prolong their 
playing time whereby increasing revenue for casino owners. 

6. Regarding claim 97, see discussion regarding claim 81 above. 

7. Regarding claim 98, see discussion regarding claim 83 above. 

8. Regarding claim 99, see discussion regarding claim 84 above. 

9. Regarding claim 100, see discussion regarding claim 86 above. 

10. Claims 85 and 92 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sines et al., Marnell. II, Franchi, and Vancrua as applied to claim 80 above, and further 
in view of Knust et al. (US 6,848,994). Sines et al, Mamell II, and Franchi fail to 
disclose a polling unit. Knust et al. discloses a polling system (Fig. 1, feature 30). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to include a polling system in the gaming table of Sines et al. in order to allow 
casino operators the ability to better monitor play and casino tables. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-100 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dat T. Nguyen whose telephone number is 
5712722178. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John M. Hotaling can be reached on (571)272-4437. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Dat Nguyen 
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ERVIS0RY PATENT EXAMINER 
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